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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This is a continuation of US Application 09/496,845, now US Patent 6,618,801 . 

2. Claims 1-17 have been examined. 

Double Patenting 

3. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting rejection is 
appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but at least one examined application 
claim is not patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined application 
claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., 
In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 
USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re 
Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 
619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

4. A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) may 
be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting 
ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to be commonly owned 
with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of activities undertaken within the 
scope of a joint research agreement. 
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5. Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 
3.73(b). 

6. Claim 1 is rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting as 
being unpatentable over claim 7 of U.S. Patent No. 6,618,801. Although the conflicting claims 
are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because claim 7 of patent # 
6,618,801 contains every element of claim 1 of the instant application and as such anticipates 
claim 1 of the instant application. 

a. "A later patent claim is not patentably distinct from an earlier patent claim if the 
later claim is obvious over, or anticipated by, the earlier claim. In re Longi , 759 F.2d at 
896, 225 USPQ at 651 (affirming a holding of obviousness-type double patenting 
because the claims at issue were obvious over claims in four prior art patents); In re Berg , 
140 F.3d at 1437, 46 USPQ2d at 1233 (Fed. Cir. 1998) (affirming a holding of 
obviousness-type double patenting where a patent application claim to a genus is 
anticipated by a patent claim to a species within that genus). " ELI LILLY AND 
COMPANY v BARR LABORATORIES, INC., United States Court of Appeals for the 
Federal Circuit, ON PETITION FOR REHEARING EN BANC (DECIDED: May 30, 
2001). 

7. Claims 7 and 16 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 of U.S. Patent No. 6,618,801 (herein after referred 
to as '801) in view of Hull, US Patent 5,922,065 (herein after referred to as Hull). 

8. Referring to claim 7, claim 1 of '801 has taught each and every limitation of claim 7, 
except for "converting the one or more microinstructions into a bundle". However, claim 7 has 
claimed "formatting the microinstructions into bundles". The "formatting" and the "converting" 
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produce the same result, so they are functionally equivalent. Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have claim 1 
"formatting" instead of "converting" since they are functionally equivalent. Furthermore, claim 
1 has not taught "dispatching additional information to the execution engine, wherein the 
additional information is contained in bits of an instruction bundle otherwise not required for 
execution of the instruction bundle." However, Hull has taught dispatching additional 
information to the execution engine, wherein the additional information is contained in bits of an 
instruction bundle otherwise not required for execution of the instruction bundle (Hull, abstract, 
Figures 3 and 4, column 2, lines 21-29; column 4, lines 20-32, Hull issues a template field with a 
bundle of instructions. The template field is not required for execution of the instructions. The 
template field maps the instructions in the slots to execution unit types in order to increase 
processor efficiency during execution time (Hull, column 2, lines 5-30).). Therefore it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
claim 1 of ' 801, include dispatching additional information (i.e. the templates of Hull) to the 
execution engine, as claimed in claim 7, wherein the additional information is contained in bits 
of the bundle otherwise not required for emulation of the macroinstruction, as taught by Hull, for 
the desirable purpose of increasing processor efficiency (Hull, column 2, lines 5-30). 

9. Referring to claim 16, claim 1 of ' 801 has taught each and every limitation of claim 16, 
except for "transferring, by the emulation engine, additional information to the execution engine, 
wherein the additional information, including control information from the emulation front end 
that is sent using a memory, floating-point, integer ("MFI") template, wherein the MFI template 
specifies that the bundle includes a memory instruction in a first syllable, a floating point 
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instruction in a second syllable, and an integer instruction in a third syllable." However, Hull 
has taught "transferring, by the emulation engine, additional information to the execution engine, 
wherein the additional information, including control information from the emulation front end 
that is sent using a memory, floating-point, integer ("MFI") template, wherein the MFI template 
specifies that the bundle includes a memory instruction in a first syllable, a floating point 
instruction in a second syllable, and an integer instruction in a third syllable" (Hull, figures 2-4, 
template 6 of figure 4, abstract, column 2, lines 21-29; column 4, lines 20-32, Hull issues a 
template field with a bundle of instructions. The template field maps the instructions in the slots 
to execution unit types in order to increase processor efficiency during execution time (Hull, 
column 2, lines 5-30).). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have claim 1 of '801 include "transferring, by the 
emulation engine, additional information to the execution engine, wherein the additional 
information, including control information from the emulation front end that is sent using a 
memory, floating-point, integer ("MFI") template, wherein the MFI template specifies that the 
bundle includes a memory instruction in a first syllable, a floating point instruction in a second 
syllable, and an integer instruction in a third syllable", as taught by Hull, for the desirable 
purpose of increasing processor efficiency (Hull, column 2, lines 5-30). 

10. Claims 13 is rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting as 
being unpatentable over claim 1 of U.S. Patent No. 6,618,801 (herein after referred to as '801) in 
view of Hull, US Patent 5,922,065 (herein after referred to as Hull) and Nemirovsky et al., US 
Patent 6,105,125 (herein after referred to as Nemirovsky). Claim 1 of '801 has each and every 
limitation of claim 13, except for "transferring, by the emulation engine, additional information 
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to the execution engine, wherein the additional information includes an immediate from an 
emulation front end that is sent by using a memory, long-immediate, integer ("MLI") template 
that is interpreted by the execution engine differently, depending upon whether the execution 
engine is operating in native mode or emulation mode. However, Nemirovsky has taught 
dispatching an immediate, which is merely a part of the claimed additional information, from the 
emulation front end (Nemirovsky, column 3, lines 48-52). It would be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include an immediate value to the 
execution engine of claim 13 so that the execution unit would be able to correctly execute the 
instruction. If an instruction had an immediate value associated with it, that value would have 
been required for the proper result of the instruction. Allowing the immediate to have its own 
syllable, or template, would have made it easier for the decoder to recognize the immediate value 
and would have reduced the time required for decoding. Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention would have included this extra information in an immediate 
template to reduce decoding time and to get the proper results of instruction execution. 
1 1 . The combination of claim 1 and Nemirovsky have not specifically taught wherein the 
immediate template is sent by using an MLI template that is interpreted by the execution engine 
differently, depending upon whether the execution engine is operating in a native mode or an 
emulation mode. Davidson has taught an immediate template, sent by using an MLI template, 
that is interpreted by the execution engine differently, depending upon what mode the execution 
engine is operating in (Davidson, column 26, lines 14-28; The different interpreters interpret the 
same template in different ways, with each pass of the template using a different mode.). By 
allowing the same template to have been interpreted in different ways for different modes, the 
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system would have understood several different languages, one for each pass. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have the same template 
interpreted by two different modes, one being a native mode and one being an emulation mode, 
such that the template would have been interpreted in different ways. Emulation mode was used 
so that one processor could understand data or instructions in a different way than its normal 
execution so that the processor could execute a different type of architecture than originally 
designed. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to interpret the template of claim 1 differently for different modes, so that the 
system could have used and emulated several different computer languages, and therefore take 
advantage of previously written code that existed in numerous different languages. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that 
the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner 
in which the invention was made. 

13. Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Panwar et al., 
US Patent 5,875,316 (herein referred to as Panwar), in view of Hull et al, US Patent 5,922,065 
(herein referred to as Hull). 

14. Referring to claim 1, Panwar has taught a method for implementing two types of 
architectures on a chip, comprising: 

a. receiving an instruction from a fetch engine (Panwar, column 5, lines 59-60, 
figure 2, reference number 202), 
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b. determining whether the instruction is a macroinstruction or a microinstruction 
(Panwar, column 7, line 61 -column 8 line 2, figures 3 and 6), 

c. if the instruction is a macroinstruction, sending the macroinstruction to an 
emulation engine (Panwar, column 7, line 67-column 8 line 2), 

d. decomposing the macroinstruction into one or more microinstructions (Panwar, 
column 10, lines 32-34), 

e. formatting, by a bundler, the microinstructions into bundles as preferred by the 
native microarchitecture (Panwar, column 10, lines 34-36), 

f. dispatching a bundle in parallel to an execution engine (Panwar, column 10, lines 
36-38), 

g. if the instruction is microinstruction, dispatching the microinstruction to the 
execution engine (Panwar, column 7, lines 65-67 and column 8, lines 15-17). 

15. Panwar has taught dispatching additional information to the execution engine (Panwar, 
column 10, line 55-column 11, line 10). 

16. Panwar has not specifically taught dispatching additional information to the execution 
engine, wherein the additional information is contained in bits of the bundle otherwise not 
required for emulation of the macroinstruction. However, Hull has taught dispatching additional 
information to the execution engine, wherein the additional information is contained in bits of an 
instruction bundle otherwise not required for execution of the instruction bundle (Hull, abstract, 
Figures 3 and 4, column 2, lines 21-29; column 4, lines 20-32, Hull issues a template field with a 
bundle of instructions. The template field is not required for execution of the instructions. The 
template field maps the instructions in the slots to execution unit types in order to increase 
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processor efficiency during execution time (Hull, column 2, lines 5-30).). Therefore it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
the method of Panwar, include dispatching additional information (i.e. the templates of Hull) to 
the execution engine, wherein the additional information is contained in bits of the bundle 
otherwise not required for emulation of the macroinstruction, as taught by Hull, for the desirable 
purpose of increasing processor efficiency (Hull, column 2, lines 5-30). 

17. Referring to claim 2, Panwar in combination with Hull have taught the method of claim 
1, as described above, and further comprising, 

a. selecting either the microinstruction from the fetch engine or the bundle from the 
emulation engine, by using a multiplexer (Panwar, column 7, line 61 -column 8, line 2), 
and 

b. dispatching the selected instruction to the execution engine (Panwar, column 8, 
lines 15-17; column 10, lines 34-37). 

18. Referring to claim 3, Panwar in combination with Hull have taught the method according 
to clam 1, as described above, and wherein the additional information includes control 
information from the emulation front end (Panwar, column 10, lines 57-60) that is sent using a 
memory, floating-point, integer ("MFI") template, wherein the MFI template specifies that the 
bundle includes a memory instruction in a first syllable, a floating point instruction in a second 
syllable, and an integer instruction in a third syllable (Hull, figures 2-4, template 6 of figure 4). 

19. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Panwar et al., US 
Patent 5,875,316 (herein referred to as Panwar), in view of Hull et al., US Patent 5,922,065 
(herein referred to as Hull), as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Nemirovsky et al., 
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US Patent 6,105,125 (herein referred to as Nemirovsky), and Davidson et al., US Patent 
5,613,117 (herein referred to as Davidson). 

20. Referring to claim 4, Panwar and Hull have taught the method according to clam 1, as 
described above. They have not specifically taught wherein the additional information includes 
an immediate from an emulation front end that is sent by using a memory, long-immediate, 
integer ("MLI") template that is interpreted by the execution engine differently, depending upon 
whether the execution engine is operating in native mode or emulation mode. However, 
Nemirovsky has taught dispatching an immediate, which is merely a part of the claimed 
additional information, from the emulation front end (Nemirovsky, column 3, lines 48-52). It 
would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include an 
immediate value to the execution engine so that the execution unit would be able to correctly 
execute the instruction. If an instruction had an immediate value associated with it, that value 
would have been required for the proper result of the instruction. Allowing the immediate to 
have its own syllable, or template, would have made it easier for the decoder to recognize the 
immediate value and would have reduced the time required for decoding. Therefore, one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have included this extra information in 
an immediate template to reduce decoding time and to get the proper results of instruction 
execution. 

21 . The combination of Panwar, Hull and Nemirovsky have not specifically taught wherein 
the immediate template is sent by using an MLI template that is interpreted by the execution 
engine differently, depending upon whether the execution engine is operating in a native mode or 
an emulation mode. Davidson has taught an immediate template, sent by using an MLI template, 
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that is interpreted by the execution engine differently, depending upon what mode the execution 
engine is operating in (Davidson, column 26, lines 14-28; The different interpreters interpret the 
same template in different ways, with each pass of the template using a different mode.). By 
allowing the same template to have been interpreted in different ways for different modes, the 
system would have understood several different languages, one for each pass. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have the same template 
interpreted by two different modes, one being a native mode and one being an emulation mode, 
such that the template would have been interpreted in different ways. Emulation mode was used 
so that one processor could understand data or instructions in a different way than its normal 
execution so that the processor could execute a different type of architecture than originally 
designed. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to interpret the template differently for different modes, so that the system could 
have used and emulated several different computer languages, and therefore take advantage of 
previously written code that existed in numerous different languages. 

22. Claims 5, 7, 8, 10, and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Panwar et al., US Patent 5,875,316 (herein referred to as Panwar), in view of Hull et al., US 
Patent 5,922,065 (herein referred to as Hull) and Eickemeyer et al., US Patent 5,459,844 (herein 
referred to as Eickemeyer). 

23. Referring to claim 5, Panwar have taught the method according to clam 1, as described 
above. Panwar has not taught wherein the bundler 

b. receives at least one sequence of instructions ("XUOPs"), 

c. determines how many XUOPs are received, and 
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d. when more than one XUOP is received, determines whether the XUOPs must be 
issued in parallel. 

24. Eickemeyer has taught a bundler that 

a. receives at least one sequence of instructions ("XUOPs") (Eickemeyer, column 18 
line 64-column 19, line 4; column 2, line 49-column 3, line 6; column 10, lines 30-34), 

b. determines how many XUOPs are received (Eickemeyer, column 9, lines 26-50, 
column 10, lines 15-30, Figures 5a and 5b, The compounding unit determines how many 
XUOP's are received based on the tags and/or instruction boundaries in the instruction 
stream.), and 

c. when more than one XUOP is received, determines whether the XUOPs must be 
issued in parallel (Eickemeyer, column 18, line 64-column 19, line 4; column 2, line 49- 
column 3, line 6), for the purpose of deciding before execution time which instructions 
are to executed in parallel, thereby accelerating instruction execution. Therefore it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention as made to 
have the bundler of Panwar "receive at least one sequence of instructions ("XUOPs"), 
determine how many XUOPs are received, and when more than one XUOP is received, 
determine whether the XUOPs must be issued in parallel", as taught by Eickemeyer, for 
the desirable purpose of accelerating instruction execution. 

25. Referring to claim 7, Panwar has taught a method for implementing two architectures on 
a chip, comprising, 

a. decoding a macroinstruction into one or more microinstructions, through the use 
of an emulation engine (Panwar, abstract, column 7, line 67-column 8, line 35), 
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b. formatting the microinstructions into bundles, by use of a bundler, as preferred by 
the native microarchitecture (Panwar, abstract, column 7, line 67-column 8, line 35; 
column 4, lines 26-42, Figure 5, elements 203, 500A, 500B, and 500C), and 

c. dispatching the bundle to an execution engine (Panwar, column 10, lines 36-38). 

26. Panwar has not taught wherein the bundler 

a. receives at least one sequence of instructions (an "XUOP"), 

b. determines how many of the at least one XUOP are received, and 

c. when more than one XUOP is received, determines whether the XUOPs must be 
issued in parallel. 

27. However Eickemeyer has taught a bundler that 

a. receives at least one sequence of instructions (an "XUOPs") (Eickemeyer, column 
18, line 64-column 19, line 4; column 2, line 49-column 3, line 6; column 10, lines 30- 
34), 

b. determines how many of the at least one XUOP are received (Eickemeyer, 
column 9, lines 26-50; column 10, lines 15-30, Figures 5a and 5b, The compounding unit 
determines how many XUOP's are received based on the tags and/or instruction 
boundaries in the instruction stream.), and 

c. when more than one XUOP is received, determines whether the XUOPs must be 
issued in parallel (Eickemeyer, column 18, line 64-column 19, line 4; column 2 line 49- 
column 3, line 6), for the purpose of deciding before execution time which instructions 
should be executed in parallel, thereby accelerating instruction execution. Therefore it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention as 
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made to have the bundler of Panwar "receive at least one sequence of instructions 
("XUOPs"), determine how many XUOPs are received, and when more than one XUOP 
is received, determine whether the XUOPs must be issued in parallel", as taught by 
Eickemeyer, for the desirable purpose of accelerating instruction execution. 

28. Furthermore Panwar has taught dispatching additional information to the execution 
engine (Panwar, column 10, line 55-column 1 1, line 10). Panwar has not specifically taught 
dispatching additional information to the execution engine, wherein the additional information is 
contained in bits of the bundle otherwise not required for emulation of the macroinstruction. 
However, Hull has taught dispatching additional information to the execution engine, wherein 
the additional information is contained in bits of an instruction bundle otherwise not required for 
execution of the instruction bundle (Hull, abstract, Figures 3 and 4, column 2, lines 21-29; 
column 4, lines 20-32, Hull issues a template field with a bundle of instructions. The template 
field is not required for execution of the instructions. The template field maps the instructions in 
the slots to execution unit types in order to increase processor efficiency during execution time 
(Hull, column 2, lines 5-30).). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to have the method of Panwar, include dispatching 
additional information (i.e. the templates of Hull) to the execution engine, wherein the additional 
information is contained in bits of the bundle otherwise not required for emulation of the 
macroinstruction, as taught by Hull, for the desirable purpose of increasing processor efficiency 
(Hull, column 2, lines 5-30). 

29. Claim 8 has nothing over claim 4, and is therefore rejected for the same reasons as set 
forth in claim 4. 
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30. Claim 10 claims nothing over claim 3, and is therefore rejected for the same reasons as 
set forth in claim 3. 

31. Referring to claim 11, Panwar, Eickemeyer, and Hull have taught the method of claim 7, 
as described above, and wherein the emulation engine delivers a pre-decode bit to the execution 
engine along with the bundle (Eickemeyer, column 18 line 64-column 19, line 4; column 2 line 
57-column 3 line 6). 

32. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Panwar et al., US 
Patent 5,875,316 (herein referred to as Panwar), in view of Hull et al, US Patent 5,922,065 
(herein referred to as Hull) and Eickemeyer et al., US Patent 5,459,844 (herein referred to as 
Eickemeyer), and Davidson et al., US Patent 5,613,1 17 (herein referred to as Davidson). 

33. Referring to claim 9, Panwar, Eickemeyer and Hull have taught the method of claim 8, as 
described above, and wherein, the MLI template specifies that a third syllable of the bundle 
contains an integer instruction that operates on an immediate located in second and third 
syllables of the bundle (Hull, Figures 2-4, Template 2 of Figure 4, column 5 lines 39-49; The 3 rd 
syllable is restricted to certain instructions that use the long immediate value in the 2 nd syllable, 
ie. movl is the move long instruction. The movl instruction would have taken the 2 nd and 3 rd 
syllables, or slotl and slot 2.), and the MLI template specifies that the third syllable of the bundle 
contains an integer instruction that operates on an immediate located entirely within the second 
syllable (Hull, Figures 2-4, Template 1 of Figure 4; Since the immediate is not long, only one 
syllable is taken up by the immediate, the syllable with the integer, the other syllables are used 
for other instructions). 
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34. The combination of Panwar, Eickemeyer and Hull has not taught wherein the template is 
interpreted by the execution engine differently, depending upon whether the execution engine is 
operating in native mode or emulation mode. Davidson has taught wherein the template is 
interpreted by the execution engine differently, depending upon whether the execution engine is 
operating in native mode or emulation mode (Davidson, column 26 lines 14-28; The different 
interpreters interpret the same template in different ways, with each pass of the template using a 
different mode.). By allowing the same template to be interpreted in different ways for different 
modes, the system can understand several different languages, one for each pass. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention that the same template 
being interpreted by two different modes, one being a native mode and one being a emulation 
mode, that the template would be interpreted in different ways. Emulation mode is used so that 
one processor can understand data or instructions in a different way than its normal execution so 
that it can execute a different type of architecture. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to interpret the template differently for 
different modes, so that the system can use several different computer languages, and therefore, 
can take advantage of previously written code that is in different languages. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

35. Claims 6 and 12 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim 
and any intervening claims. 
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36. Claims 13-17 have been rejected under nonstatutory double patenting, but they have not 
been rejected based upon prior art. Claims 13-17 would be allowable if the rejections were 
overcome by a timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d). 

37. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 

a. Panwar has taught decoding macroinstructions into microinstructions, and then 
converting microinstructions into bundles to be dispatched and issued to an execution 
unit. Panwar has not taught, separately or in combination, the specific rules that are used 
to determine whether the XUOP's must be issued in parallel, as in claim 12, and similarly 
in claims 6 and 13-17. 

b. Hull has taught grouping instructions into bundles containing fixed instructions 
slots and mapping instruction slots to the execution units via encoded templates. Hull has 
not taught, separately or in combination, the specific rules that are used to determine 
whether XUOP's must be issued in parallel, as in claim 12, and similarly in claims 6 and 
13-17. 

c. Eickemeyer has taught tagging instructions in main memory. At issue time the 
tags are examined for parallel issue. Those tagged for parallel issue are sent to different 
ones of the functional units depending on their opcode fields. Eickemeyer has not taught, 
separately or in combination, the specific rules that are used to determine whether 
XUOP's must be issued in parallel, as in claim 12, and similarly in claims 6 and 13-17. 

d. Nemirovsky has taught using predecoded instruction prefixes on instructions to 
increase instruction flexibility by using a generic instruction for many instructions. 
Eickemeyer has not taught, separately or in combination, any rules that are used to 
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determine whether XUOP's must be issued in parallel, as in claim 12, and similarly in 
claims 6 and 13-17. 

e. Davidson has taught an immediate template, sent by using an MLI template, that 
is interpreted by the execution engine differently, depending upon what mode the 
execution engine is operating in, i.e. The different interpreters interpret the same template 
in different ways, with each pass of the template using a different mode. Davidson has 
not taught, separately or in combination, rules that are used to determine whether 
XUOP's must be issued in parallel, as in claim 12, and similarly in claims 6 and 13-17. 

f. The claimed rules that are used to determine whether the XUOP's must be issued 
in parallel are not found in the prior art in combination with the remaining claim 
limitations. Furthermore, the claimed rules in combination with the remaining limitations 
in the claims would not have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made. 

Conclusion 

38. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tonia L Meonske whose telephone number is (571) 272-4170. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8-4:30. 

39. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Huynh can be reached on (571) 272-4147. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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40. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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